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Gentlemen:

We are pleased to submit our final report in accordance with our contract, No. 4-
36766.

BACKGROUND AND
OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT

The coast of the United States is, in a general sense, the country’s most valuable
geographical asset. Yet it is probably the asset most threatened with deterioration and
irreparabie danger. Nowhere is this more apparent than in our urban centers within
the coastal zone. It is here that intensive concentrations of population exist, demands
upon the land and water to support industrial growth and economic development are
most acute, resources to provide life support systems must be marshalled, and transporta-
tion and recreational needs are burgeoning. To get a handle on the extent of these
demands, and the extent that existing institutions manage and control these resources
with the coastal zone, the Office of Coastal Zone Management wisely decided to
commission a study to:

8 Identify the characteristics of coastal zone management in urban areas.

a Identify those institutions and institutional arrangements in and between
states, regional county and city governments and special districts.

Further, to begin to understand the needs of urban planners in the coastal zone,
the contractor was to assess their needs for additional education, information and/or
experience to participate more fully in planning and controlling activities in the coastal
zone.

To these ends, McManis Associates, Inc. was selected on a competitive procure-
ment and awarded a contract on June 30, 1974.

McMANIS ASSOCIATES, INC. / Management and Research Consultants / 1120 Connecticut Avenue, Northwest / Washington, D.C. 20036 / (202) 296-1355
MEMBER OF THE ASSOCIATION OF MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS



CONDUCT AND
METHODOLOGY OF THE PROJECT

As originally proposed and as accepted by your Office, we conducted the project
in four discrete phases of work, each including several component action steps.

During Phase 1, we conducted a detailed research of appropriate backgroundlma-
terials relating to the conditions in the coastal zone and those leading up to the passage
of the Coastal Zone Management Act. Further, we conducted a series of extensive issue-
mapping tasks through in-depth interviews with several Federal agencies and representa-
tives of some of the leading public interest groups in Washington, D.C. This led to the
specification of a diagnostic checklist of issues to be explored with practitioners and
local officials. Finally, we gained agreement with your government technical represen-
tative on criteria for selecting the sites for our field survey, the proposed sites, and the

information to be collected at each site. This phase of work was completed in September,
1974.

This phase led in turn to the actual site visits. To this end, we completed our re-
search on each site in Washington, D. C. before actually proceeding to make our visit.
Further, to ensure our instruments and evaluation criteria/information was responsive
1o the conditions likely to be found locally, we field-tested each on our visit to our first
site: Wilmington/New Castle County, Delaware, where all three team members joined
in this visit. The remaining six field visits were scheduled and completed in October,
1974. This phase culminated with a debriefing of our key findings to members of your
staff.

From November, 1974 to January, 1975, we planned to tabulate and analyze all

data. Various analytical pieces were completed and sections of the final report were
framed during this third phase of work.

Finally, we have completed several drafts of the final report, plus progress memo-
randa, and have submitted them for your review.

WHAT WE FOUND

Our first and most obvious finding is that, aside from the differences in the size
and potential effect of cities upon the coastal zone, the sheer number of agencies, both
at the state and local tevel, responsible for impacting upon and planning and controlling
resources and activities in the urban coastal zone has produced fragmented action. Like-
wise, much of the institutional response is bifurcated along land use and water use lines,
reflecting in turn more control at the state level over activities on the seaward side and
regional, county and city agencies (including special districts like port authorities) con-
trolling activities and developments along the landward side and adjacent physical de-
velopments. This multiplicity of agencies, with different interests and historical focus,



has, we have found in these urban centers, exacerbated the task of gaining agreement on
the values, aims and outcomes to be achieved in the adjacent coastal zone. By compari-
son the planning for and controlling of the coastal zone in rural areas is vastly simpler.

From our extensive discussions with a multiplicity of officials with widely-differ-
ing opinions and interests, most agreed that management of coastal zone activities can
only be strengthened in the urban area through: (1) greater recognition of the complex-
ity of the task by states and by giving local-elected officials and coordinating bodies
greater say in planning in their own areas, producing in effect a two-tier program: one
for the urban area with lesser state intervention and one for the rural area with poten-
tially sizeable state action, (2) the historical bias of local officials and land use planners
for preserving land values and of certain state officials (such as recreation and water re-
sources officials) for minimizing access and use of the water has to be bridged through
opening up communication channels, leading to greater consensus-building, and (3)
the necessity for merging of separate state planning and administrative agencies - either
organizationally or process-wise — to gain unanimity of action in responding to the con-
ditions in the coastal zone and the Section 305 coastal zone management plan.

Symptomatic of the nature of the institutional problem is its effect upon those
charged with planning in the coastal zone. Again, reflecting the historical bias of their
parent agencies, local planners, with exception of some regional planning groups, have
a focus and a mindset almost exclusively for developments and zoning on the landward
side of the coastline. The reverse is true for those doing almost exclusively planning for
activities on, in and under the water. We believe that any preparation of land use plan-
ners for water use applications, and vice versa, can best be achieved by gaining access to
those professional associations to which training and credentials are obtained. The exist-
ing network of Sea Grant Program institutions could help prepare for this transitional
training for water use planners by introducing training in land use applications and the
nuances of zone administrative and physical development on the adjacent land. Only
through such a strategy do we believe that the segmented -approach to comprehensive
land use — water use planning can be mended and changes institutionalized.

OUTLINE OF THE REPORT

We have organized the attached report according to the logic scheme implied in
your original work statement, and provided herein a detailed discussion of the observa-
tions expressed in this summary throughout the body of the report, divided into Chap-
ters as follows:

I Background

Il An Examination of Institutional Arrangements, Resources and Manage-
ment Capacity.



I, Guidance from this Study on Elements of Coastal Zone Management and
Institutional Arrangements to Address those Elements

1V.  Needs of Urban Planners in Coastal Zone Management
The full case studies on each of the seven sites visited is contained in Appendix A.

In addition, in the course of our study we found it necessary for our own under-
standing of coastal zone management and of what's been published by producing a
selected bibliography, contained in Appendix B. A Coastal Terminology section, which
also aided our understanding, was prepared and is provided in Appendix C. As you re-
quested, we have provided a listing of officials and planners we interviewed during the
course of this study, in Appendix D.

# * * * *

We have appreciated this opportunity to serve the Office of Coastal Zone Manage-
ment and hope that this report, plus its underlying analyses, has advanced the state of
knowledge of how jurisdictions and urban officials can interact and begin to manage ac-
tivities better in our nation’s coastal zone.

Respectfully submitted,
McManis Associates, Inc.

ol of P

Gerald L. McManis
President
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{. BACKGROUND

A. BACKGROUND AND
OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT

The coast of the United States is, in a general sense, the country’s most valuable
geographical asset. Yetitis probably the asset most threatened with deterioration and
irreparable damage.

This deterioration is due to a number of competing forces:

Presently, 53% of our nation’s population lives in cities and counties
within fifty miles of our coastline. This places an overwhelming bur-
den on the coastal zone for water, land, sewage disposal, port facilities,
energy, etc. By the year 2000, this is expected to increase to 80%, or
225 million people.

e Recreational demands for the limited space are expected to increase
sharply. At this time, 51 million people use the recreational aspects
of the sea coast and this is expected to increase by 19 million in two
years.

In the next two decades, new power plants alone, in response to the
compelling need for additional energy-generating capability, will take
up 200 square miles of land, and long-range transmission lines will need
nearly 5,000 square miles of right-of-way. Much of this will find its
way, out of economic necessity, to the coastline.

= Local jurisdictions, strapped for additional tax revenues, have pro-
moted the development of their areas. [n California, subdivision has
reached a rate of 100,000 units a year. In Florida, 200,000 new recrea-
tional and retirement subdivision lots are registered every year. In
Chicago’s northwestern suburbs, for example, homes and apartments
have been built on flood plains subject to recurrent inundation.

= Over 113 different federal capital expenditure programs are able to
make unilateral and unchecked decisions on development of our na-
tion’s coastlines. Even where a jurisdiction might have restricted cer-
tain forms of development, the federal government has often preempted
the locale’s prerogatives.



= The Santa Barbara coastal oil spills have underscared the plight of the
coastal zone. The potential danger from this source is even maore pre-
valent with the vastly increased number of oil rigs contemplated on
the Gulf Coast and the expected increased activity on the East Coast.

Until the enactment of the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctu-
aries Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-532), our nation’s cities had indiscriminate-’
ly dumped in the coastal zone. Since then, cities like New York have
been compelled to find other disposal sites. Further, many coastal cities
encounter sand, limestone and gravel soil conditions at their landfill sites,
producing leachate and the contamination of ground water with carbon
dioxide gas. Eventually, this contaminated water winds up in our
streams, rivers and oceans. The disposal of semi-liquid sludges has also
increased enormously with the vastly expanded municipal treatment
facility capacity.

8 The increased population, economic activity and demands for low-cost,
accessible transportation routes have reduced the availability of virgin
coastal areas. In the period of 1922-1954 over one-quarter of the salt
marshes were destroyed by filling, diking or draining, or by construct-
ing walls along the seaward marsh edge. In the following ten years, a
further 10% of the remaining sea marsh between Maine and Delaware
was destroyed.

Traditional coastal zone management efforts have suffered from at least
three problems. First, they separated projects, such as port develop-
ment, draining of wetlands and growth of new communities, from con-
trols over these profects, such as dredging controls, water quality stan-
dards and land use restrictions. Different agencies dealt with separate
incidents of control. For example, in Oregon there are eight different
agencies responsible for different parts of the coastal zone resources.
Secondly, traditional coastal zone management focused on single re-
sources: fish, ground water, oil production, agriculture, etc. Finally,
coastal zone management lacked long-term and short-term goals.

For these and other reasons, a new national ““land ethic,” directly affecting the
coastal zone, has appeared. This ethic is based on the widespread realization that - as
with clean air and clean water ~- the supply of desirable land is limited and dwindling
rapidly, and that measures to husband and protect it seem called for. Further, land
must be viewed not as a commodity to be bought, sold or consumed, but as a finite re-
source which must be managed in the interests of future generations.



Land use regulation, or zoning, has traditionally been a local matter, a constitu-
tional power delegated by the states to counties and cities. But zoning is far from wide-
spread. Of some 60,000 jurisdictions in the country, only 5,000 have instituted any
torm of zoning. Nor does zoning necessarily mean land pianning. As now practiced, it
is primarily a device for protecting selected established land values.

Of greater significance, however, many of today’s land problems are beyond the
capacity of local jurisdictions, as now constituted. The National Commission on Urban
Problems reported in 1968: “Int large urban areas. local government boundaries rarely
reflect the true economic and social watersheds. The present indiscriminate distribution
of zoning authority leads to.incompatible uses along municipal borders, duplication of
public facilities, attempted exclusion of regional facilities.”

More recently, our nation has also had to face the fact that there is not enough
energy to go around. For a variety of domestic and international reasons, our country
has not kept pace with the burgeoning demands for energy. This has produced some
concern about our ability to maintain our current high standard of living. But, more
specifically, the provision of adequate, low-cost, clean energy — formerly a local issue
— has become an appropriate concern for the states and the nation.

These and other factors have obligated state governments to reclaim, in effect, some
of the land use authority once broadly delegated to localities. Already in 1973, seven-
teen state legislatures have passed comprehensive land use regulations to this end. This
pullback of local autonomy has affected local controls in their broadest sense: zoning,
shoreline, wetland and flood plain regulation and scenic river preservation. It has also
covered “critical areas’: farmland and real estate development regulations; highway,
industry and airport siting; strip-mining and erosion controls.

Supporting this new ethic, the Commission on Marine Science, Engineering and
Resources (the so-called Stratton Commission) recognized the overriding importance of
the coastal zone and its relationship to land use management. The Commission desig-
nated one of its panels to report on the coastal zone. The report, Our Nation and the
Sea, set out a definitive blueprint for action for the United States.

From this work a number of federal land use and environmental laws were enacted,
with only one major piece yet to be passed, the Land Use Policy and Planning Assistance
Act (S. 268). In the 92nd Congress, three major pieces of legislation were enacted: the
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (P. L. 92-632); the Marine
Mammals Protection Act (P.L. 92-5622) and the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972
(P.L.92-583).

The last of these is designed to give states new impetus in developing programs for
planning and managing the coastal land and water resources. President Nixon's statement
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on signing the act paints out that it “recognizes the need for carefully planned, compre-
hensive management programs to ensure the most rational and beneficial use of the
coastal zone . . . (and) that the stares can usually be the most effective regulators of such
a planning process.” Further, the President instructed the Secretary “to carry out this
stature in a way which focuses federal efforts on the adequacy of state processes rather
than to become involved in the merits of particular land use decisions.”

White the threat to the entire coastal zone has been well documented, the imme-
diate threat — its magnitude, its scope and specific ways of dealing with it in the context
of the division of powers between the Federal government, state governments and local
general-purpose and special district governments — within the urban area has not been
thoroughly documented.

The obvious effects of population and its requirements for life support processes
upon the coastal zone can easily be imagined. But the secondary and tertiary effects of
industrial development, transportation, housing and community services and recreation
are not as well known. For example, if an urban area has twice as much housing than an-
other area, what does this mean upon the controls exercised on the coastal zone and the
use or preservation of the resources within that coastal zone?

Likewise, the effectiveness and interlocking relationship upon state and local con-
trolling agencies were also widely speculated about. More specifically, what did the
presence of a port authority do to the extent of planning, control and coordination of
resources within the coastal area? How was the management of the coastal zone en-
hanced? Were the values, interests and institutional loyalties easier to ameliorate and
compromise with the presence of these institutions, or was it harder?

It was to the resolution of these ends that the Office of Coastal Zone Management
sought outside professional assistance. Specifically, the contractor was to:

@ ldentify the characteristics of coastal zone management in urban areas,
particularly in the use of water;

® Identification of the institutions and the institutional arrangements in
and between state, regional, county and city governments and special
districts in the urban coastal zone, and how they can contribute to or
detract from fulfillment of CZM objectives;

o Recommendations for the development of the urban partion of a coast-
al zone management program, and

] Recommendations on the education, information and experience neces-
sary for urban planners to participate in coastal zone management.

| — 4
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B. CONDUCT AND
METHODOLOGY OF THE PROJECT

As originally proposed and as accepted by the government technical representative,
the project was divided into four phases, each including several tasks. Briefly they were
as follows:

PHASE | - BACKGROUND RESEARCH AND PROJECT PLANNING

Phase | involved getting on the same wave length as various coastal zone interests.
In order to take advantage of published material and to speak the same language, we
began a search of available literature and a layman’s dictionary of coastal terminology.

To further our basic understanding, a series of interviews were planned. Recognized
coastal zone experts, officials of federal agencies with an influence in the coastal zone,
congressional staff and key legislative staff of the public interest groups (National Gov-
ernor’s Conference, Council of State Governments, National Association of Regional
Councils, National Association of Counties, National League of Cities, U. S. Conference
of Mavyors and international City Management Association) were asked the following
questions:

1.  What are the characteristics of coastal zone management in urban areas?

2. What are state, metropolitan and local planning efforts lacking in man-
agment of the urban coastal zone?

3. What local governmental institutions are involved in urban coastal zone
management and how do they interact with state and federal agencies?

4.  What do state governments need to know about local government
powers and practices in land and water use?

5. What training, information or experience should urban planners have in
order to participate in coastal zone management? and

6. Where are examples of local institutional management of the urban coastal
zone, and who should we interview?

From these initial interviews, enough information was collected to crystalize the

project goals, develop study site criteria and apply that criteria to the thirty-three places
which had been suggested (states, counties and cities in combination).

I—5



Of those thirty-three suggestions, eighteen were chosen by the consuitants. A back-
ground paper was developed on each which included the following information:

Geographic location,

Receipt of CZMA Section 305 grant,

SMSA population of 1,000,000 as of 1970,
State, regional and local planning agencies,
Use of land and water in urban coastal zone,

State legislation providing for coastal zone management, and

@ w o Q H T

Previous knowledge of area, programs or personnel.

Sites were listed by geographic regions, under the consideration that a primary ex-
ample of urban coastal zone management, suitable for replication, would emerge from
each region.

Selected were these urban areas:

»  Seattle — King County — Washington

=  San Deigo - San Diego County — California

. New Orleans/Orleans Parish — Louisiana

w  St. Petersburg/Clearwater — Pinellas County — Florida
. Wilmington — New Castle County — Delaware

= Portland — Cumberland County — Maine

»  Detroit — Wayne County — Michigan

- San Juan — Puerto_ Rico (soon afterward dropped as a site)

A short description of each and its significance as an urban center in the coastal
zone is presented next.

SEATTLE - KING COUNTY - WASHINGTON

From the deep water harbor of Elliott Bay, through Puget Sound, Admiralty Inlet
and the straits of Juan de Fuca, a link of about 125 miles, lies the Pacific Ocean, Seattle’s
avenue to Alaska and the Far East. Distances between Seattle and Yokohama are much
shorter than between Yokohama and any other large U, S. mainland port.

In pre-nylon days, when speed was of the essence, the fastest transcontinental trains
in the U. S. ran between Seattle and Paterson, N. J., then the silk stocking capital of the
world.



All shores of Elliott Bay are occupied by the port function as are the banks of the
lower Duwamish River and the Lake Washington Ship Canal. There are many other
ports along the hundreds of miles of inlets, passages and “canals’”’ (i.e., channel) such as
Bremerton, the naval shipyard, on Rich’s passage and Bangor on the Hoaod Canal but
nowhere is there such a concentration as on Elliott Bay.

Elsewhere on Puget Sound the waters and shores are used for housing and recrea-
tion. Shoreside parks, beaches and public boat ramps are numerous. North of Fort
Lawton the Port of Seattle has built a 4,440-foot breakwater in Shilshole Bay, forming
a rather large boat anchorage for pleasure craft. An undersea gardens aquarium is ad-
jacent.

The Lake Washington Ship Canal, with its two parallel focks, spillway, dam and
fish ladder, connects Puget Sound with Lake Washington. The canal carries pleasure
craft primarily, followed by commercial craft, some ocean-going, and log rafts.

The waters and shores of Lake Washington are overwhelmingly residential and recrea-
tional. The western shore south of Union Bay is an almost continuous ribbon of parks,
public beaches (the lake water is somewhat warmer than that of the sound), fishing piers,
marinas, boat ramps, yacht clubs and a seaplane landing area. Offshore are a hydroplane
course and the University of Washington crew racing area.

The eastern shore tends to have fewer public beaches and piers while on Mercer
Island the beaches and piers are private.

There are a number of smaller lakes such as Lake Sammamish to the east of Lake
Washington; Lake Union, an inlet of the ship canal with port facilities and a seaplane land-
ing; and Green Lake with public beaches, piers and an aqua theater.

Seattle’s fishing fleet, réportedly the largest on the Pacific Coast, does most of its
fishing away from Seattle waters although the catch is processed and marketed on the
piers of Elliott Bay.

Ship building, a thriving industry during World War 1, has been reduced to the build-

ing, maintenance and repair of fishing boats. This statement does not apply to the naval
facility at Bremerton on the western side of the sound.

SAN DIEGO -SAN DIEGO COUNTY - CALIFORNIA

Of San Diego’s two bays, Mission Bay to the north is used entirely for recreational
purposes. There are marinas, yacht ctubs, beaches, both on the bay and ocean shores and
a Sea World Aguatic Museum, a Marine Land. There are many facilities for sports fishing
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but the actual fishing takes place in the Pacific off the coast of Baja California with bass,
albicore, tuna, among others being the game.

Commercial fishing is centered on San Deigo Bay, where the largest tuna fleet in the
country docks. Tuna fishing takes place, or used to, south of San Diego as far as Ecuado-
rian and Peruvian waters. Since Ecuador and Peru have been seizing and impounding tuna
boats, part of the fleet now fishes in North Pacific waters off Japan. The tuna canneries
are located adjacent to the tuna docks.

The east shore of San Diego Bay is predominantly commercial docks with the excep-
tion of a yacht club and a few marinas. The west shore, with the exception of the naval
facilities, is all recreational. There are yacht clubs and marinas on the bay side and beach
on both the bay and the ocean.

One unusual recreational activity is whale watching. The whales going south to win-
ter in the Guif of California, pass close to San Diego’s beaches.

In La Jolla, a northern residential section of the city, is located the Scripp Institute,
one of the country’s leading sites of oceanographic research.

Like other Southern California cities, the rivers of San Diego have little recreational
value as they are dry in the summer and often raging torrents in the winter.

NEWORLEANS - ORLEANS PARISH - LOUISIANA

Based on tonnage, New Orleans ranks, after New York City, as America’s second
port and water-transport is its feading function. Its relationship with water is very intimate.

New Orleans proper has an area of 364 square miles, of which surface 46% is water.
The city is only feet above the mean level of the Mississippi and the water table so high
that some cemeteries are buiit above ground.

The port area extends 51 miles along both sides of the Mississippi and along both
sides of the 11 mile Inner Harbor Navigation Canal which runs between the river and Lake
Pontchartrain. Traffic also is carried on the Guif Tidewater Channel and the Intracoastal
Canal but the main transport stream is the 100 mile stretch of the river between New
Orleans and the Gulf of Mexico. The 100 miles is the length of the channel; actually the
city has expanded residentially to the shores of Lake Borgne, an arm of the Gulf.

Recreational activities, swimming, sailing and yachting are centered on Lake Pont-
chartrain and to a lesser extent Lake Borgne. One of the first railroads in the U.S., west

of the Appalachians ran between New Orleans and the beach and boat house on Pontchart-
rain.



One access to the Guif through Lake Borgne, which is not a lake, is into Mississippi
Sound, Cat Island Channel, Chandeleur Sound and finally the gulf. Lake Borgne is a
good sports and commercial fish area.

Shrimp and other shell fish are packed and shipped from New Orteans. The ship
building industry is mostly confined today, to the construction and maintenance of fish-
ing boats. '

ST. PETERSBURG/CLEARWATER - PINELLAS COUNTY - FLORIDA

These cities lie on a peninsula between Tampa Bay on the east and Boca Ciega (trans.
Blind Mouth) Bay on the west and has 33 miles of waterfront, all on the two bays. In
addition there are, at a short distance, miles of beaches at St. Petersburg Beach, a separate
municipality and Madena Beach on a barrier island that separates Boca Ciega Bay and
Clearwater Harbor from the Gulf of Mexico.

In St. Petersburg’s central business district on Tampa Bay, there are fishing piers, a
farge public marina, a Bayfront Center, which is a large pier that contains an auditorium
and an arena and the commercial docks. Elsewhere on Tampa Bay there are yacht clubs,
private marina, fishing piers and beaches both private and public.

Big game fishing, from boats running out of St. Petersburg, is done on the guif with
tarpon and marlin, among others being the game.

Commercial fishing is limited to some crabbing, the dredging of oyster and clam beds
in Tampa Bay and sponge fishing in the gulf done by the Greek colany in Tarpon Springs.

This area has diurnal tides, that is, one high and one low tide every twenty-four hours.
WILMINGTON - NEW CASTLE COUNTY - DELAWARE

White Clay and another creek in western Wilmington offer a short period of trout
fishing but other than these, there is little water-borne recreation along the coast. Wilming-
tonians interested in water sports have to go to New Castle, Lewes or the beaches if they
want to fish or swim.

The waterfront along the Delaware is occupied by industry and docks, the latter im-
porting, among other things, large quantities of frozen beef from the Argentine and Fiat
automobiles, already assembled, from ltaly.

The Christina River has commercial dockage along its lower reaches and Brandywine
Creek has parks along its banks.



By comparison to the other sites, use of the urban coastal zone for extensive housing
development is minimal.

PORTLAND - CUMBERLAND COUNTY - MAINE

Portland, like many other New England ports, has a three-century history of fishing
and shipbuilding -- most of the latter today confined to fishing boats.

Roughly the city of Portland lies with the Presumpscot River on its north and west,
Casco Bay on the east, and the Fore River on the south. The last-named body of water is
an infet or small bay flowing into Casco Bay. Almost completely surrounded by the city
is Back Cove, a tidal pond, also connected to Casco Bay. Back Cove is a mud flat during
Jlow water, a fact not considered a drawback as it is girded by an attractive residential area.

Recreation centers on Casco to the north and east bay, the Calendar Islands in the
bay and to the south to Cape Elizabeth. Both sport and commercial fishing take place
with the fatter taking fin and shell fish. Some of the take is processed and canned in
Portland, while some, notably lobsters are exported live.

The port facilities line both sides of the Fore River and are busy enough to make the
area one of the major ports of the U.S. Portland achieved a large tonnage status when it
became an out- or fore-port for Montreal, exporting Canadian wheat during the months
when the St. Lawrence is frozen. Wheat has been replaced in importance by crude oil
which is piped from Portland to the Montreal refineries on a year-round basis.

DETROIT - WAYNE COUNTY - MICHIGAN

The waterway between Lakes Huron and Erie consists of, from north to south, the
St. Claire River, Lake St. Clair, the Scott Middle Ground the channel between Belle Isle
and Detroit, and the Detroit River.

The waters of Lake St. Clair are predominantly recreational and high-class residen-
tial; in fact, the shore of St. Clair Shores, a northern suburb, resemble the coast of Florida
at Palm Beach as far as the number of piers are concerned.

The U.S. bank of the Detroit River toward Lake St. Clair is a combination of recrea-
tional (parks, yacht clubs, etc.) and transportational facilities. Belle Isle is entirely recrea-
tional, marinas, go!f courses, etc., while the shore south of Belle Isle, including Gross lle
{not to be confused with the various Grosses on the shores of Lake St. Clair), is trans-
portational and industrial.

The lower reaches of River Rouge, a tributary of the Detroit River are used for trans-

port, especially to the Ford River Rouge plant, and the upper reaches are mostly recrea-
tional, long strings of parks and goif courses with some residential.

I -10



PHASE i1 - STATE AND LOCAL INTERVIEWS

In order to get in-depth information about the sites, appointments were made with
the Washington, D. C. representatives of: five cities {Seattle, San Diego, New Orleans,
Detroit and San Juan); three counties {San Diego, New Castle and Wayne); and Gover-
nar's staff of several states (Maine, Puerto Rico, Michigan and Florida).

From these meetings such vital information as local political and technical contacts
and the history of relationships between the state, city, county, regional planning organi-
zation, speciat districts and port authorities was obtained.

Our next visit to the Office of Coastal Zone Management was spent researching rele-
vant pieces of correspondence about the sites or people we might want to meet. An ex-
tensive review was made of all Section 305 applications from our eight states and noting
the names of individuals we might contact.

Of particular interest in the Section 305 applications was the definition of the coast-
al zone, state legislation which authorized planning or regulation of coastal land or water,
various state agencies which had coastal zone responsibilities and anticipated relationships
with local governments in coastal zone management.

This data, combined with information from the second round of interviews and
the correspondence search allowed us to develop a fairly accurate list of interview can-
didates in the sites and a detailed questionnaire (interview format).

The Request for Proposal also required the contractor to identify the significant
gaps in knowledge experienced by urban planners in the preparation of a coastal zone
management program. Recommendations on education, training, literature and other
useful experience which would fill this gap for urban planners was requested on several
occasions by the CZM contract staff,

It was with this need in mind that the first and final questions on each interview
format dealt with the education and experience of each individual and their recommen-
dations for training and literature necessary in the management of the urban coastal
ZOone.

Recognizing five different levels of institutional coastal zone management, we de-
veloped five interview formats. All included basic questions about professional experi-
ence and perceptions of the coastal zone. Formats differed in the expectations and
reactions of an individual from one institution of government commenting on the activ-
ities of another (i.e., local versus state; regional versus special district).



It was anticipated that between twelve and fifteen individuals would be interviewed
in each site as follows:

State e Director of CZM designated agency or State Planning
Director
e Chief CZM Planner

» Director of Water Resources Agency

Local: County « County Executive or Board Chairman
o Chief Administrative Officer

¢ Director of Planning or Environment

Local: City  Mayor
e City Manager

e Director of Planning

Regional e Director of Regional Planning Organization/
Council of Governments

Special District e Director of Port Authority
e Director of Water/Sewer District
+ Director of Miscellaneous Special District

University " e Chief CZM architect or Sea Grant Director

Our basic assumptions about urban coastal zone management were given a trial run
in the Wilmington — New Castle County — Delaware site. Many of the individuals there
had difficulty in recognizing the impact of federal aid programs which we suggested were
operational in Wilmington. Further, although the discussion with the University/Sea
Grant staff was technically interesting, some of the questions about local government
powers and relationships went unanswered. As was to happen in every interview there-
after, the most difficult question to answer was: ‘‘“What kinds of information do tocal plan-
ners need in order to make coastal zone management decisions.”” The format was amend-
ed to reflect these deficiencies.

Following our demonstration site visit to Wilmington, each consultant set up ap-

pointments (telephone calls and letters of confirmation) in all the other sites except San
Juan, Puerto Rico, which was dropped from the study.
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The twenty-five questions asked of nearly 100 people over the next month of site
visits covered more than the initial RFP requirements and included:

1. The unique program and operating aspects of managing and controlling
activities in the coastal zone,

2. The perceived intergovernmental problems of local officials in the man-
agement of the coastal zone,

3. The statutory authorities/powers of local governments, regional agen-
cies and special service districts in land and water use;

4.  The implied responsibilities of local governments, regional agencies and
special districts as a result of state and federal programs (HUD, EPA,
corps, DoT, NOAA),

5.  The institutional arrangements in urban areas for the management of
the coastal zone,; and

6. The information and training requirements of urban planners, as related

to the planning requirements in the coastal zane, in coastal zone man-
agement.

PHASE IlIl - COMPILATION OF DATA

After each of the field team members had an opportunity to collect their findings
and summarize their understanding of each site’s contribution to the project’s cumulative
knowledge, a detailed debriefing of all was conducted. This was done to: (1) ensure
that the field fact-finding was uniform and consistent, (2) provide an opportunity for
each team consultant to learn from each other and each site’s contribution to the project’s
findings, thereby sharpening up the quality of each consultant’s case study, (3) begin
to generalize our findings and observations across several sites for the sake of drawing
project-wide and noteworthy conclusions in support of the project’s objectives.

PHASE 1V - PROGRESS MEMORANDUMS AND FINAL REPORT

In order that there was a periodic check-up between the consultants and the con-

tract staff, at least one meeting and/or progress report occurred monthly during the
study.

Mutual feedback took place in:

. Selection of sites and criteria;
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a Coardination with staff of other federal agencies,

" Review of coastal terminalogy;

. Review of interview formats,

=  Background information on sites;

= Suggestions on key state personnel to be interviewed, and

. Development of final report format.

On almost all occasions, contract staff suggestions were incorporated into the work
plan. Several exceptions should, however, be noted. The information gained in on-site
interviews could not be duplicated in telephone conversations or correspondence. Like-
wise, the characteristics of the coastal zone management unique to island communities
(Puerto Rico or Hawaii) are not reflected in this report.

The final report was prepared chapter-by-chapter and presented to the government

technical representative for his consideration. Based upon his feedback and that of his
staff, this report was assembled.
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CHAPTER I

AN EXAMINATION OF INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS,
RESOURCES AND MANAGEMENT CAPACITY



Il. AN EXAMINATION OF INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS,
RESOURCES AND MANAGEMENT CAPACITY

A. INTRODUCTION

The large and rapidly growing concentrations of people and economic activity in
the coastal zone are producing a range of pressures upon its resources. Demands for
water-related public and private goods and services (especially energy) will become greater
due to increases in the absolute number of humans in proximity to the coast.

Decisions concerning the use of the coastal zone are now made by a variety of gov-
ernmental units, many of which are at the local and substate level. Coastal cities and
counties exercise considerable contro! through fand use and zoning over what happens
in the land-water interface within their boundaries. Special districts, such as port author-
ities, largely determine policies about specific functional uses. However, both local gov-
ernments and special agencies must comply with state and federal programs which have
a major influence in the coastal zone through regulating public and private activities
and by providing financial incentives to substate and local government agencies.

Many more decisions about the disposition of the coastal zone are made by the
private sector in market transactions. Finally, both federal and state courts, exercising
adjudicatory powers, play a significant role in determining coastal use.

Such is the state of institutional arrangements and resources within the urban
coastal zone. The multiplicity of authorities is often the reason given for causing many
of the problems in the coastal zone. Hopefully, a management scheme which coordinates
the various resource allocations, public and private, can be advanced.

The approach taken in the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 is to give state
governments the primary planning and coordination responsibility and to encourage
them to cooperate with regional and local governments in regulating the coastal zone.

This federal transferrance of power to state governments has necessarily created
conflicts between states and localities, particularly apparent in urban cities and counties.
Although the state is equipped to provide the basic framework for management of the
coastal zone, it must accommodate the variances in powers and responsibilities of local
general purpose governments, special districts and authorities, and federal decisions, all
of which come together in urban areas.

The following chapter is a discussion of the institutional arrangements, resources,
and management capacity found in seven urban coastal study sites. In each site, at least
one level of state, county and city level government was interviewed, including: the
state program development agency (which received federal coastal zone ptanning funds),



other state agencies which have responsibilities in [and or water management, regional
planning organizations, counties, cities, and special authorities or districts.

Matrixes on state and local government relationships are attached as supplements
to the written narrative and serve to show the interrelationships and multiplicity of state
and local agencies controlling the land and water resources in the coastal zone.

B. LEAD STATE AGENCY FOR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Guidelines for the implementation of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972
directed the Governor of each coastal state to designate the appropriate lead agency to
receive federal coastal zone management funds.

The State Planning Office (SPO) was the recipient agency in three of the seven study
sites. Traditionally, the State Planning Office is a part of the Governor’s executive staff,
rather than a line department or cabinet agency. The three SPO’s — Louisiana, Delaware,
and Maine — differ in power and position.

LOUISIANA STATE PLANNING OFFICE

One of more than 200 state agencies under a recent constitutional reorganization,
the Louisiana State Planning Office is physically removed from the state capital complex,
and psychologically from the direct attention of the chief executive. Rather than having
functional divisions of responsibility, the Louisiana State Planning Qffice currently con-
ducts research on six projects. Several projects are ongoing (natural resources, economic
sufficiency, housing and information services), while the other projects are terminal (New
Orleans metr::politan area transportation and growth patterns) as a resuit of the funding
source which supports the research. The Coastal Resources Program, originally initiated
by a Governor-designated body, the Louisiana Coastal Commission, is now a part of the
SPQO's growth patterns project.

Because of the prior experience and work of the Louisiana Advisory Commission on
Coastal and Marine Resources (who developed the “'Louisiana Wetlands Prospectus’ under
a grant from the State Planning Office), the Commission contests the right of the State
Planning Office to receive federal coastal zone monies and to execute a state plan.

Buoyed by the receipt of federal assistance, the SPO envisions making the Coastal
Resources Program an independent project, separate from growth patterns. Although
some funds and planning responsibility will be shared with the Coastal Commission, the
SPO maintains that prepared or not, it is the appropriate agency to receive planning funds
and administer the coastal zone management program.
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The functional areas overseen by the Louisiana State Planning Office are:
s Natural resources;

»  Economic sufficiency,

. Housing;

= Information services,

. Transportation (New Orleans metro area only); and

Growth patterns (including coastal resources program).

Further diffusing the responsibilities and power of the Louisiana State Planning
Office is the intragovernment arrangement with the Department of Public Works over
administration of the federal comprehensive planning grant {Section 701) from HUD.
Previous to 1974, the grant was received jointly by both departments. Under a recent
executive order, the HUD 701 funds are being diverted to the Louisiana Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations. As the official state clearinghouse, the Commission
distributes these planning funds to the multi-paristi non-metropolitan regional planning
commissions. In 1973, the Governor designated state planning districts, whose bounda-
ries are co-terminous with the iegional planning commissions with one exception.

New Orleans is a part of the Regional Planning Commission for Jefferson, Orleans,
St. Bernard and St. Tammany Parishes. The only metropolitan designated RPC in Loui-
siana, it receives 701 planning funds directly from HUD and is not responsive to the state
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. State Planning District # 1 takes in five
parishes, the four of the RPC and Plaquemines Parish. Notorious throughout Louisiana
state history and governmental organizations, Plaquemines Parish officials refuse any fed-
eral assistance, even directly through an RPC.

DELAWARE STATE PLANNING OFFICE

The Delaware State Planning Office resembles a cabinet-level department, the Direc-
tor being in frequent communication with the Governor. Access between state adminis-
trative offices and the chief executive is due partially to geography {Delaware is the second
smallest state) and partially to fewer and consolidated state agencies in close proximity
to one another.

There are several unique features about the State Planning Office in Delaware. Far
advanced from land use planning, the SPO is responsible for both environmental and human
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services policy development, and serves as counsel to the Governor in these areas. The
office is also charged with the preparation of the Capital Improvements Program, which
gives it implied, if not actual, authoriwy over other departments and agencies of state
government.

Five functional sections of the SPO provide research, planning and technical assis-
tance. Somewhat confusing is that the implementation of Delaware’s Coastal Zone Act
of 1971 has been assigned to the SPQ’s Environmental Policy and Coordinative Planning
Section, one of the five. However, it is actually staff assigned to the Office of the Direc-
tor that administers the coastal zone management program. Elevation of the program to
the SPO Director’s level gives coastal zone planning more political prominence within
state government and furthers the entrenchment of program into the State Planning
Office, rather than the Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control, the
land and water management agency which is somewhat a competitor of the SPO. Itis
felt that eventual administration of the Delaware Coastal Zone Management program,
the plans of which are now in progress, will fall to the Department of Natural Resources
and Environmental Control.

The divisions of the Delaware State Planning Office are:
. Environmental Policy and Coordinative;

s Community Development Services,

s Population and Economic Analysis;

. Human Services Policy and Planning, and

- Office of the Director (Capital Improvements Program and Coastal Zone
Administration).

Because there are only three counties in the state of Delaware, state planning districts
are really unnecessary. Kent and Sussex counties receive direct planning assistance from
the state.

Wilmington and New Castle County, containing more than two-thirds of the state
population, are the core of the Wilmington Metropolitan Area Planning Council. This
multi-state planning council includes Cecil County, Maryland and Salem County, New
Jersey, its power and funds coming directly from the federal government.

MAINE STATE PLANNING OFFICE

Maine’s State Planning Office is the most typical of other state planning operations.
it is part of the executive branch and has clear access to the Governor.
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By virtue of the statutory requirements in the Mandatory Shoreline Zoning and
Subdivision Control Law of 1971 and the Coastal Wetlands Act of 1971, the State Plan-
ning Office institutionalized coastal planning before the passage of federal legislation.

The zoning law required municipalities to prepare comprehensive plans and complemen-
tary zoning ordinances for the protection of their shorelands and wildlife. Failure to pre-
pare acceptable plans resulted in an SPO-imposed moratorium on ail construction and
development. Thus a working relationship between the state and municipalities was estab-
lished in coastal zone management.

The Coastal Planning Division is one of five divisions of the SPO through which
planning and management services are provided. The others are: water resources (and
related land use planning}, technical services, local and regional planning, and adminis-
tration.

The administrative division takes on tasks outside the parameters of planning. It
has drawn up a reorganization plan for Maine State Government, forwarded recommen-
dations on improving the capability of the legislature in developing state policy, evaluated
the performance of the executive branch, provided guidance to township, city and county
governments in reorganization and better provision of services to citizens and recommended
administrative procedures to reduce expenses and program duplication at all levels of gov-
ernment.

SPO planning services are directed to eleven multicounty planning and development
districts, formed in 1972 in response to the federal Intergovernmental Cooperation Act
of 1968. Local agencies are called Regional Planning Commissions, except for the Cum-
berland district which is served by the Greater Portland Council of Governments. Al-
though the Portland COG is reliant on the SPO for coastal planning, its other planning
responsibilities are directed to HUD-sponsored regional land use programs.

The five service divisions of the Maine State Planning Office are:

. Water resources (and related land use),

] Technical assistance;

] Local and regional planning,

= Administration,; and

»  Coastal management.

in the four remaining study sites -~ Washington, Michigan, California and Florida —

a Natural Resources Department is the state agency designated to receive and administer
coastal zone management funds. Two of the line departments retain the responsibility

ft—-56



for planning and two departments channel both funds and planning responsibility to a
commission. The Washington Department of Ecology and the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources administer the program in-house. In California, the Resources Agency
receives the federal grant and passes it through to the California Coastal Zone Conserva-
tion Commission, created by public referendum. Florida’s arrangement is the most
unique. Responsible for receiving all funds, the Department of Administration passes
the coastal zone monies on to the Florida Department of Natural Resources. Another
pass-through occurs and the grant is given to the Coastal Coordinating Council, a.group
of four state department directors.

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

A recent product of rebrganization of state government in Washington, the Depart-
ment of Ecology is a large consolidation of land and water categorical programs and func-
tions once assigned to independent commissions. It now is charged with the task of ad-
ministering all state and local funds for water resource planning, air poliution, solid waste,
water quality management, comprehensive land use planning (HUD 701 assistance) and
land and water use permit coordination.

Chief administrator of the state Shoreline Management Act of 1971, the Department
of Ecology has not escaped the bureaucracy of a large agency operating many programs.
It is organized into two branches and each branch into two offices. Coastal zone manage-
ment appears to fall on the fourth tier. Within the Administration and Planning Branch is
the Office of Planning and Program Development. Shorelines programs, federal and state,
constitute one of ten subdivisions of the Office of Planning and Program Development.

On equal footing with the shorelines management program are the program subdivi-
sions for comprehensive planning, water resources planning and environmental review,
reflecting an organizational effort to integrate land and water planning. However, it is
in a separate branch, office and program subdivision that water resources, use and quality
are monitored. All are a part of the umbrella Department of Ecology, in which there are
38 program subdivisions.

Almost every aspect of land and water planning and management fall within the
Department of Ecology with two important exceptions. Public owned tide, shore and
aquatic lands are the responsibility of the Department of Natural Resources. The Parks
and Recreation Commission, which makes use of Land and Water Conservation Act funds
administered by the Department of Interior, is charged with seashore protection and con-
servation.

The Shoreline Management Act afforded an exemplary relationship between state
and local units of government in the state of Washington. Part of the appropriation was
earmarked for local government assistance. Matching grants (50% state/50% local} were
distributed to local units on the basis of shoreline length and population to carry out
the mandates of the legisiation which included:
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s Preparation of shoreline master programs (comprehensive land use plans);
s Inventorying of land, its natural characteristics and existing ownership, and

= Administration of the regulatory program by the issuance of permits in four
environmental classifications {rural, conservation, urban and industrial).

Because of the quantity of local governments located in the coastal zone {220 cities
and 18 counties), the Department of Ecology chose county governments as the primary
agents for master program preparation.

As the rural coastal counties had neither the staff nor the technical knowledge
required to prepare a master program, the Department of Ecology sought the assistance
of the Washington State Association of Counties. A grant to the Association covered the
expenses of a planner responsible for interpreting instructions and coordinating help to
small communities. Nearly all the coastal counties have taken advantage of the county
association planner with the exception of King County. Able to deal with the intricate
master program instructions, the King County shoreline planning staff was called upon
to conduct workshops for smaller counties.

Advantage was made of HUD 701 planning monies, since Shoreline Management
Act grants to local governments were so sparse (the largest unit, King County received
$9,000 to conduct an inventory of land use). For the last three years, the Department
of Ecology has earmarked all 701 funds passed through to local governments for shore-
line planning.

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Housing all of the Michigan state agencies which relate to coastal zone planning and
management is the Department of Natural Resources. lts ten divisions handle the following
areas: waterways, lands, geological survey, hydrological survey, water quality control,
fish, parks, forest, wildlife (which administers wetlands, marshlands and uplands along the
shoreline}, and water development services (which handles both the planning and regula-
tion functions of the Shoreland Protection and Management Act of 1970 as well as federal
coastal zone planning activities).

The Water Development Services Division {where coastal management is lodged) is
given guidance by a Water Resources Commission. Both the Division and the Commission
relate to the Deputy Director for Environmental Protection (there is one other Deputy
Director for Natural Resources) and then to the Director of the Department of Natural
Resources. Between the Director and the Governor is the Environment and Natural
Resources Commission, which is appointed by the Governor. Views of the Commission
are transmitted directly to the Governor. However, an executive policy coordination
staff serves as the communication link between the natural resources commission members
and the Director of Natural Resources.
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Michigan passed some of the earliest coastal management legisiation to protect cer-
tain high risk areas near the Great Lakes. In 1970, the Shoreland Protection and Manage-
ment Act provided that both the state and sub-state governments would share the respon-
sibility of coastal area erosion. The Department of Natural Resources was to make an
environmental study of the shorelands while the Water Resources Commission was asked
to determine critical erosion areas. Once the findings were released, all local governments
(counties, cities, villages and townships} were given the authority to zone any land within
their political limits to limit environmental or erosion risk. |f localities chose not to zone,
authority to do so was given jointly to the Water Resources Commission and the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, futher charged with the preparation of a comprehensive plan.

CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY
(AND THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ZONE CONSERVATION COMMISSION)

California has the tewest and most consolidated departments of state government.
One of only four recently reorganized state executive branches, the Resources Agency
administers the departments of: parks and recreation, navigation and ocean development,
fish and game, lands (commission), mines and geology, and water resources programs.
The Agency provides an excellent coordinator role in its state clearinghouse (A-95) respon-
sibilities of all water resources programs.

Outside the realm, but responsive to the Resources Agency are three special purpose
coastal planning commissions. Created through state enabling legisiation, the Bay Conser-
vation and Development Commission is a permanent agency for regulation of the develop-
ment of San Francisco Bay. The Delta Advisory Planning Council is an interlocal planning
body created by the five counties of the San Joaquin-Sacramento River delta. The lar-
gest and most comprehensive of the coastal agencies is the California Coastal Zone Con-
servation Commission.

Created by public referendum, the California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission
is the designated recipient of federal coastal zone management monies passed through by
the Secretary of the Resources Agency. Six temporary substate regional commissions
have the statutory authority 1inder Proposition 20, which created them, to prepare a
comprehensive plan for their region. As the plan components are being developed and
tested in public hearings, the commissions issue development permits in the interim pe-
riod before the consolidated state plan is approved by the state legislature.

Participation in the planning process involves local governments to the extent that
each regicaal coastal commission includes at least one elected official from a county and
a city within the commission boundaries. Although some attempts are made to directly
solicit assistance from city and county planning efforts, this is not a requirement and
happens on an ad hoc basis depending on the region. However, because the commissions
have permit authority of the prescribed coastal area, local zoning and fand use decisions
must be submitted to the final authority of the commission.
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Upon the acceptance or rejection of the consolidated comprehensive coastal plan
developed by the parent commission and its six regional counterparts, it will be the re-
sponsibility of the state legislature to assign the regulation and implementation powers
to state agencies, local governmental units or substate authorities.

Currently, neither the comprehensive planning organizations nor the substate plan-
ning and development districts have common boundaries {with the exception of San Diego
County) to the regional coastal commissions.

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
(AND THE FLORIDA COASTAL COORDINATING COUNCIL)

All funds received by the State of Florida must pass first through the Department
of Administration. Coastal planning monies are turned over to the Department of Natural
Resources. Located within the Natural Resources Department is the Coastal Coordinating
Council, created by the state legistature to develop a comprehensive plan for the protec-
tion, development and zoning of the coastal zone.

The Council is composed of state agency heads, namely the Directors of the Depart-
ments of: Natural Resources, Pollution Control, Administration and the Internal Improve-
ment Fund Board (the Governor’s Cabinet).

Singular to state governments, the Director of Florida’s Department of Natural Re-
sources is elected state-wide and is responsible for establishing set-backs in each county
and for issuing coastal construction permits. The Internal Improvement Board manages
state-owned and submerged lands, sets bulkhead lines and issues permits for coastal devel-
opment. Maintenance of water quality (including permits for effluent discharge in water-
ways) belongs to the Department of Pollution Control. Water or land areas which are of
critical or state-wide concern are controlled by the Department of Administration.

In 1972, the Land and Water Management Act gave Florida’s ten multi-county region-
al planning councils an entrance into coastal zone management. ‘‘Developments of regional
impact” (power, port, recreational facilities) resulting in the alteration of any waterway
or the coastal zone were to be reviewed by the regional planning councils as the state’s
agent. In addition to regional planning councils, Florida also created five large wuior
management districts, which plan for and regulate scarce ground and water resources.

Basically, Florida’s Coastal Coordinating Council has within its membership the
power to coordinate most planning and regulation of coastal zone areas. In accordance
with the preselection of the regional planning councils, the Council made arrangements
to outstation a state planner in the regional ag:ncies in order to develop the state coastal
plan. This scheme was fought by two regional agencies, Tampa Bay and Greater Miami,
with even greater resistance put up by their central counties, Pinellas and Dade.
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Through special acts of the legislature, Pinellas County has county-wide authority
for comprehensive land use planning, aquatic preservation and water and navigation con-
trol. These powers allow it to deal directly with state agencies, bypassing regional plan-
ning councils.

CONCLUSIONS

Different strengths and weaknesses of the lead state agency are evident by examin-
ing the state organization’s relationships with local units. A summary of conclusions
follows.

Louisiana State Planning Office

The splintering of power and proliferation of state agencies in Louisiana make
coastal zone management a difficult task for the State Planning Office. Initial coastal
zone planning studies were conducted by the Louisiana Coastal Commission, assisted
by the Sea Grant program staff at Louisiana State University for the State Planning
Office. Further diffusion of its planning responsibilities was evidenced for many years
by the joint receipt of HUD 701 comprehensive planning funds by the SPO and the
Department of Public Works, the water resource management agency.

Although the current 701 state agency, the Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions, has established relationships with all non-metropolitan Regional Planning Commis-
sions it has no authority in the RPC serving New Orleans, directly funded by member
jurisdictions and the HUD 701 program.

Maine State Planning Ofifice

The early institutionalization of coastal planning in the Maine State Planning Office
and its history of local government assistance is a distinct advantage. Both coastal plan-
ning and land management are integrated in a single agency, with the exception of the
zoning of the unincorporated areas which are handled by the Land Use Regulation Com-
mission.

Experience with municipal governments gained under the Mandatory Shoreline Zon-
ing and Subdivision Control Act by the state has provided a solid foundation for state
and local cooperation. They were earlier partners in administering the permit system for
wetlands alterations.

The eleven regional planning districts are the creation of the state office, although
some federally sponsored regional planning commissions were already in place. Generally
responsive to the state, the Greater Portland Council of Governments, through intralocal
implementation agreements and direct federal funding, has more clout in the capital.
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Delaware State Planning Office

in Delaware, the placement of the coastal resources program in the SPO Director’s
office gives it a political advantage. Other SPO assignments such as the Capital Improve-
ments Program and an environmental policy planning capability are strong complementary
assets to coastal expertise. Actual management of the coastal program may be assigned to
the Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control which has a relationship
with the SPOQ, although strained at times.

Although the state has easy geographic access to its local units of government, Wit-
mington and New Castle County are powerful entities which have expertise equal to that
found in state governments, if not greater. This urban area is the only one of the seven
study sites which is a part of a multi-state regional planning agency. New Castle County,
joined by Cecil County, Maryland and Salem County, New Jersey form the Wilmington
Metropolitan Area Planning Coucil. With interests to protect in three states, the Council
enjoys a good reputation in coastal zone planning.

Washinglon Department of Ecology

While all the planning capacity for land and water resources exists in the Department
of Ecology, regulation of tide, shore and aquatic lands in addition to seashore conserva-
tion belong outside the department. The close relationship between the uses of state
Shoreline Management Act and federal Comprehensive Planning (HUD 701) funds pro-
mulgated reflect the strength of the agency from above (Governor) and below (local gov-
ernments).

Washington's developing experience with its local governments under the auspices
of state and federal coastal management legislation is the most promising of any of the
seven study sites. However, the assistance accorded by the Department of Ecology
through the Washington State Association of Counties to less populated counties did
not affect King County in the development of its shoreline master plan.

Michigan Departinent of Natural Resources

Virtually every facet of both planning for and regulation of Michigan’s shorelands
is contained in the umbrella agency, the Department of Natural Resources. An excellent
conduit between the department and the Governor exists within the Water Resources
Commission.

Substate units of government, lacking little influence in land and water use planning,
have been somewhat foresaken by the state under the Shoreland Protection and Manage-
ment Act in favor of the regional planning agencies. While the state hopes to achieve
coastal zone agreements with its local units (counties, cities, villages and townships) through
the coordinating mechanism of the regional agencies, it cannot hope to reach the city of
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Detroit. By offering the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments a lesser grant than
other regional agencies and by sharing shoreland planning funds with Wayne County, the
State and its largest city are in a stalemate.

California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission

The strength of the Coastal Zone Conservation Commission lies in its mandate by
the public and its broad base of state and local government representation (appointed by
or serving on the six regional commissions). Its association with the Resources Agency
gives it credibility within the executive's office.

But, because it is perceived by most interested parties we interviewed as another
layer of bureaucracy with authority over city and county land use decisions in the coast-
al zone, it has not achieved a good network of relationships with local governments.
Further estranging it, the Commission’s authorizing legislation does not direct or encour-
age cooperation with federally created regional planning organizations or state planning
districts. Only because of its isolated geography does San Diego County have co-termi-
nous boundaries with the San Diego Regional Coastal Commission, the Comprehensive
Planning Organization of the San Diego Region (HUD 701 agency) and the designation as
as a substate district for administration of many state programs, including water and air
quality.

Florida Coastal Coordinating Council

The membership of the Director of Administration and the Internal Improvement
Fund Board, the financial representatives of state government, makes the Council’s role
with the Governor persuasive. Also an elected official, the Chairman of the Council
(Director of Department of Natural Resources) has certain power with the chief execu-
tive and the state legislature.

Although Florida’s relationships with her local governments through regional plan-
ning councils has not really been tested, the Pinellas County example has pointed up
some difficulties. It is still the tradition of the state legislature to pass single purpose
legislation for individual local governments, giving them no reason to cooperate with
regional planning efforts.

C. REGIONAL PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS
In the declaration of policy of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (Section
303 of PL 92-583), it is stated that *’it is national policy to encourage cooperation

among the various states and regional agencies . . . regarding environmental problems.”
This directive is made more specific in the Department of Commerce guidelines: ““This
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STATE CZM "305" R IENT AGENCY

MATRIX OF STATE GOVERNMENT RELATIONSHIPS

UNIT WHICH
ADMINISTERS CZMi

STATE CZM COORDINATING AGENCIES

PERTINENT STATE CZM
LEGISLATION/ACTIVITY

DESCRIPTION/LINKAGE
WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Washington

Department of Ecology (Administers all state and
local funds for: water resource planning; air pollu-
tion; solid waste planning; water quality manage-
ment; 701 comprehensive planning; land and water
use permit coordination.)

California

Resources Agency (Administers departments of:
pa: ks and recreation; navigation and ocean devel-
opment; fish and game; lands commission; mines
and geology; water resources programs.)

Louisiana
State Planning Office (Provides traditional com-
prehensive planning in natural resources, economic

sufficiency, housin, , information services, transpor-

tation for New Orleans metro area and growth pat-
terns, in which the coastal resources program is
included.)

Administration and Plan-
ning Branch
Office of Planning and
Program Development
Shorelines Management

California Coastal Zone

Conservation Commission
Six multi-jurisdictional
Regional Coastal Com-
missions

State Planning Office
Coastal Resources Program

¢ Department of Natural Resources {Manages pub-
licly owned tide, shore and aquatic lands.)

» Parks and Recreation Commission (Responsit:
for seashore conservation,)

« Delta Advisory Planning Council (Advisory body
of local officials from Contre Josta, Sacramento,
San Joaquin, Solano and Yolo counties along the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River.)

¢ Department of Navigation and Ocean Developmern
¢ Department of Fish and Game

¢ Department of Parks and Recreation

e | ouisiana Coasta! Commission (Membership is
composed of local elected officials.)

 Wildlife and Fisheries Commission (Water qual-
ity and impact on fish and wildlife, issues dredge
and fill parmits.)

» Department of Public Works (Controls Levee
Boards, water resource development, drainage,
flood control.)

¢ Land Office {Issues recreation permits for
navigable waterways.)

o Mineral Board (lssues leases for mineral devel-
oprent on state lands.)

 Department of Conservation (Regulates oil and
gas development.)

¢ Board of Health (Sewage disposal, air and water
quality enforcement.)

Shoreline Management Act
of 1971

California Coastal Zone
Conservation Act of 1972

Advisory Commission on
Coastal and Marine Resources,
1971

Local governments must develop “master pro-
grams” of shoreline use. Eighteen coastal coun-
ties administer permit. Washington State Asso-
ciation of Counties receives funds to help coun-
ties with master program.

Establishes state and six regional commissians
to develop comprehensive plan and issue interim
development permits. Local elected officials are
members of regional commissions.

State legisiature and administration officials
seem interested in using regional planning agen-
cies and/or local governments. No action has
taken place to date.
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STATE CZM “305" RECIPIENT AGENCY

Florida

Department of Administration

Delaware

State Planning Office {Administers offices of:
gnvironmental policy and planning; community
development services; population and economic
analysis; human services policy and planning;
and office of the director including the Capital
Improvements Program and Coastal Zone
Administration.)

Michigan

Department of Natural Resources (Administers

alt land and water management divisions including:
lands; geological survey; hydrological survey; water
development; water quatity control; fish; parks;
forest and wildlife.)

Maine

State Planning Office (Planning and management
services are provided through the five divisions of:

water resources; technical services; local and regional

planning; administration; and coastal planning.)

UNIT WHICH
ADMINISTERS CZM

Department of Natural

Resources
Coastal Coordinating
Council {Members are
department heads of
Natural Resources, Pol-
lution Control. Admin-
istration and Internal
Improvement Fund
Board.)

State Planning Office
Environmental Policy
and Coordinative Plan-
ning Section

Environmental Protection
Water Development
Services Division

Shorelines Manage-
ment and Water
Resources Planning
Section

Coastal Planning Division

STATE CZM COORDINATING AGENCIES

PERTINENT STATE CZm
LEGISLATION/ACTIVITY

DESCRIPTION/LINKAGE
WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT

o CZM Advisory Committee

¢ Department of Natural Resources {Director is
elected. Establishes set-backs in each county and
issues coastal construction permits.)

o Internal mprovement Board (Manages state-
owned and submerged lands, sets bulkhead lines
and issues permits for coastal development.)

» Department of Pollution Control (Responsible
for water quality, issues permits for effluent dis-
charge in waterways.)

» Department of Natural Resources and Environ-
mental Control (Manages land and water resources
through divisions of: parks and recreation, fish
and wildlife; environmental control; and soil and
water conservation.)

e Water Resources Commission
¢ Environmental a~c Natural Resources Cam-
mission

* Department of Marine Resources

¢ Coastal Planning Advisory Task Force

o Land Use Regulation Commission (Responsible
for planning design and standards for air, land and
water .}

» Department of Conservation

s Department of Inland Fisheries and Game

Beach and Shore Preserva-
tion Act of 1966

Land and Water Management
Actof 1972

Coastal Zone Act of 1971
Wetlands Act of 1973

Coastal Zone Management
Committee, 1974

Governor's Task Force on
Marine and Coastal Affairs

Shorelands Protection and
Management Act of 1970

Mandatory Shoreline Zoning =nd
ion Control Law of 1971

Subdi

Governor's Task Force on
Energy, Heavy Industry and
the Maine Coast, 1972

Coastal Wetlands Act of 1971

State regulates construction in coastal areas and
participates in beach restoration projects.

Gives Regional Planning Councils responsibitity
for reviewing developments of regional impact

(power plants, recreational or port fac
Localities may issue dredge and fill permits.

Bars heavy industrial development withir two
miles of coastline. Permits issued by State
Planning Office.

Permits issued by Department of Natural
Resources for dredging and filling.

Ten of fourteen regional planning agencies
and Wayne County will formulate goals, iden-
tify local authorities (powers) and coordinate
planning.

Departme. - of Natural Resources may issue
developr snt permits.

M .ucipalities are mandated to prepare compre-
nensive plan and zoning ordinances for coastal
area, Land Use Regulation Commission does
same for ynincorporated areas of counties.
Eleven regional planning agencies will receive
grants for coastal zone planning,

State Planning Office and locelities extend per-
mits for wettands alterations.



requires that the State, acting through its chosen agencies including . . . areawide agen-
cies designated under Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Devel-
opment Act of 1966 and regional agencies . . . have authority for the management of
the coastal zone . ..."”

In all seven study sites, the Section 204 designated agency was included in our sur-
vey. Supported through federal comprehensive planning funds (HUD 701), these agen-
cies have several distinct characteristics. They are:

s Multijurisdictional organizations. Five designated Section 204 agencies
were multi-county agencies of which one was multi-state (the Wilmington
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission); and two were single county
(the Comprehensive Planning Organization of the San Diego Region and
the Greater Portland Council of Governments).

s Direct recipients of federal funds. While state governments are frequent-
ly the agents for the distribution of federal funds to non-metropolitan
areas, the state is bypassed in metropolitan areas, which receive their
funds directly. This holds true in our sites.

s Designated metropolitan clearinghouses. Under the terms of Circular
A-95 jssued by the Office of Management and Budget, certain regional
planning organizations are responsible for reviewing most local applica-
tions for federal aid and to judge whether or not they are in compliance
with the areawide comprehensive plan,

= Supported through local contributions. Although the major financial
base of the agencies is federal funds (including HUD 701, EPA, UMTA,
LEAA, HEW 314 health planning or human resources planning, FAA
airport feasibility, and DEP disaster preparedness), all depend on con-
tributions from local government members, a fee usually based on the
population of the member jurisdiction.

" Coterminous with other substate agencies. With minor variances, the
regional planning organization boundaries are the same boundaries used
for administration of other state and federal programs. In the states
which had governor-designated substate planning and development dis-
tricts, they were generally the same areas as those of the regional plan-
ning organizations.

= Composed of elected or appointed officials. Each organization has a
slightly different membership arrangement. Elected officials are the
mermbers of the policy-setting board while appointed officials are on
the committees which develop the policy alternatives. Recent trends
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have been that the elected officials designate appointed officials to repre-
sent and vote for them.

In six of seven study sites, there was more than one regional planning organization.
Very often the non-A-95 agency had more clout because of special authority given to
it by state government or through interlocal agreements among the local government
units served by the regionai agency. We shall discuss both the A-95 comprehensive
planning organization and other state or locally designated regional planning organi-
zations.

PUGET SOUND GOVERNMENTAL CONFERENCE {PSGC)

One of the oldest regional planning organizations in the country, the Conference
was an association of the planning directors from four counties. In 1957, through ac-
tions of the four county commissions, it became an official body also representing 24
cities and several Indian tribes. State legislation allows regional planning bodies powers
similar to those of counties.

The 1965 legislation specified that regional agencies may be formed for “facilities
studies on hgihways, transit, airports, ports or harbor developments, water supply and
distribution, codes and ordinances, governmental finances, flood control, air and water
pollution, site recommendations for educational institutions, hospital and health facili-
ties, parks and recreation, public buildings, land use and drainage, and to formulate rec-
ommendations for review and action by the member counties and/or cities legislative
bodies.”

The Puget Sound Governmental Conference prepared and adopted in 1971 the
Interim Regional Development Plan. Local officials feel that it is nothing more than a
sophisticated consolidation of individual plans of member jurisdictions. Developed
before the passage of the Shoreline Management Act, the plan does not have a coastal
component. A current updating will include consideration of the master programs sub-
mitted by the four counties in compliance with the legislation. A comparison of the
Shoreline Management Act and the Interim Plan has been prepared. For every subsec-
tion of the legislation, an approved policy of the Conference is listed.

The Conference feels that the Shoreline Management Act has regional planning
implications, To that extent they have appealed to the Washington Department of
Ecology for some federal coastal zone management funds. (A grant had previously
been awarded by the Department of Ecology to a regional group allowing the Lake
Washington communities and their citizens the financial base to prepare a Regional
Shoreline Goals and Policies report.)
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The Department of Ecology has no interest in funding the Puget Sound Govern-
mental Conference for coastal coordination or technical assistance. As Puget Sound is
a metropolitan agency, there is no 701 relationship with the Department of Ecology.
Regional planning organizations in Washington look to three separate state agencies for
planning assistance and coordination is difficult for some substate agencies, particularly
Puget Sound. Representing 57% of the state’s population, the state feels that the
Conference has and will continue to survive without state cooperation.

MUNICIPALITIES OF METRO SEATTLE (METRO)

The METRO agency was created over public concern about the water quality of
Puget Sound and Lake Washington. In 1958, the municipal corporation was approved
by the voters to plan, construct and operate sewage facilities for King County and all
its municipalities. Within the state enabling legisiation for METRO is the authority to
perform five other functions: public transportation, comprehensive planning, park ad-
ministration, garbage disposal, and water supply.

The agency acts as a wholesaler to the city and county sewer districts, connecting,
transporting, treating and discharging sewage. An elaborate 600-station water quality
monitoring system checks on the effect of sewage disposal on the quality and marine
life of all receiving waters. METRO has also undertaken a river basin planning program
which will be a major policy tool to city and county officials faced with water and land
use decisions and their environmental impact. Designated by the governor as the EPA
Section 208 grant recipient, METRO feels some chatlenge to its autonomy by the
Department of Ecology. The Section 208 grant represents the first formal relationship
with a state agency.

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING ORGANIZATION
OF THE SAN DIEGO REGION (CPO)

In the initial years of its history, the San Diego Comprehensive Planning Organiza-
tion was entirely funded by San Diego County and staffed by county employees.
Between 1966 and 1972, it performed the functions of a local planning department.

Just two years ago, the City of San Diego headed up the force to remove the CPO from
county control and was successful. Under a joint powers agreement between the thirteen
cities and the county, the agency is independent of a single government.

The single-county Comprehensive Planning Organization of the San Diego Region
has further been designated as the regional transportation planning agency {serving two
other counties) by the California Transportation Department and as one of nine substate
districts of the Office of State Planning. Under a federal health planning grant, the agen-
cy assists another county.
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As the official airport and land use commission, the CPO has considerable strength
in its state enabling legisiation. Decisions contrary to ocal governments by the Com-
mission can be overridden only by 80% of CPO membership.

Based on coastal zone legislative proposals pending in the California legislature in
early 1972, the CPO began the research for a coastline policy and plan. The vital coastal
issues identified in the San Diego region were shared with legislators and many of them
were reflected in Proposition 20 which passed at the end of that year by public referen-
dum. As the CPO plan does not contain actual ordinances or legal suggestions, it is a
complement to the work started by the San Diego Regional Coastal Commission, one
of six substate agencies created by Proposition 20.

The CPO further acts as a broker between the San Diego Regional Coastal Commis-
sion and its local government constituents. Trying to protect the planning efforts of its
two largest units, the CPO has included the county’s recommendations for protection of
its coastal development overlay zone and the city’s ocean edge study in its plan, and for-
warded them to the San Diego Regional Coastal Commission.

Although the CPO’s planning efforts are highly regarded by its local governments,
the agency is under frequent criticism for trying to do more than plan, Local officials
feel that it oversteps its role and is interested in managing or implementing projects.
Because the agency does exercise some influence over local programs funded by the
state and federal government, it is perceived to be another level of bureaucracy. Both
city and county, usually antagonists in land use decisions, use the CPO as a battleground.

STATE DESIGNATED DISTRICTS IN SAN DIEGO COUNTY

Because of geography and natural environmental characteristics, San Diego County
and its thirteen municipalities are considered by themselves and the state to be a region.
The San Diego Air Quality District is a state agency whose five members are the San
Diego County Board of Supervisors. The board is responsible for establishing policy in
compliance with EPA clean air standards, As most air pollution is caused by the emis-
sions from vehicles, a conflict between the county board {serving as the state Air Quality
District) and the Comprehensive Planning Organization (serving as the state transporta-
tion agency) has developed. Air quality planning is dependent on transportation plan-
ning but sometimes challenged by politics.

The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board is the state’s administrative
arm for the independent sewer districts in the county. Some of the county sewer dis-
tricts are a part of a regional sewer system operated by the City of San Diego while the
others are responsible to the state. When the Water Quality Control Board issued a
moratorium on septic systems in two highly urbanized unincorporated communities,
the county appealed to the city for sewer connections. Already overloaded, the city
refused until the state forced it to, under the threat of turning down the city’s request
for funds to build a sewage treatment plant.

I—-16



Finally, the San Diego Regional Coastal Commission must be considered as a re-
gional planning organization as well. Although temporary in its authority, for several
years, it has ultimate authority over city, county and other state agencies in all develop-
ment and use of the land, water and resources in the coastal zone.

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION FOR JEFFERSON, ORLEANS,
ST. BERNARD AND TAMMANY PARISHES {RPC)

Created by state enabling legislation in 1962, the Regional Planning Commission is
composed of four parish {county) governments and nearly all the municipal govern-
ments within them.

The four-parish area also serves as a Department of Commerce designated Econom-
ic Development District. [t is also intended by the State Planning Office and the Louisi-
ana Commission on Intergovernmental Relations to be a substate planning district.
(Plaguemines Parish is included in the substate district but usually refuses federal or state
assistance.} As neither the State Planning Office nor the Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations (state A-95 agency) has a financial relationship with the only metropoli-
tan planning agency in the state, the designation is not meaningful at this time.

However, the Regional Planning Commission for Jefferson, Orleans, St. Bernard
and Tammany Parishes does have a link to Louisiana state government as the Governor’s
appointed regional transportation planning agency. Unlike the regional planning agen-
cies in the other study sites which are composed of all highly urbanized governments,
this RPC has special intra regional conflicts. Orleans Parish is a single incorporation, the
City of New Orleans, pitted against the suburban interests of nearby Jefferson Parish.
St. Bernard and Tammany Parishes are primarily rural and have a healthy disrespect for
the urban problems of their neighbors.

Because there has not been a siate legislative initiative for coastal management,
the RPC has not been impelled to develop specific policies or plans in this area. Their
comprehensive land use plan addresses the conservation and preservation of natural re-
sources which is certainly a primary objective of coastal zone management.

Only a fourth of the boundary or Lake Ponchartrain is within Orleans Parish and
thereby eligible for RPC planning consideration. The majority of lakefront decisions
are made by the state land office. Interest in using regional planning badies for coastal
zone management has been expressed by both the State Planning Office and the RPC
but the interest has not materialized into action.
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PORT OF NEW ORLEANS

Dating to the time of the Louisiana Purchase and having its original charter pro-
visions within the Napoleonic Code, the Port of New Orleans was established in 1896.
It has jurisdiction within Orleans, Jefferson and St. Bernard Parishes for water-borne
trade, commerce and transportation.

The Governor-appointed Board of Commissioners of the Port have authority simi-
lar to that granted to Parish sheriffs. Their jurisdiction extends landward to the first
city street and seaward to all Louisiana waterways subject to tidal action. This area in-
cludes 47 miles of the Mississippi River as far north as Baton Rouge. A harbor police
force enforces both civil and criminal offenses on land or water as specified by Board of
Commissioners ordinance.

City zoning does not apply to the Port district, although certain parcels of land
are dedicated for public use and maintained by the city. Only the land and water use
decisions necessary for protection against floods in the Port district are a responsibility
of the Levee Board of Orleans Parish. The current Board of Commissioners and Port
Authority staff cooperate with the New Orleans City Council, Planning Commission and
Levy Board by submitting many issues to them for consideration and advice.

In several other study sites, the Port Authority owns and operates several other
transportation facilities, especially airports and railroads. In New Orleans the airport
is governed by an Airport Commission appointed by the Mayor and it is the city which
actually runs the public belt railroad. Qutside its traditional responsibilities, the Port
operates the city’s Rivergate Exhibition Trade Center in downtown New Orleans.

The Port has received federal flood relief assistance from OEP and an LEAA grant
to purchase police equipment. EPA funds allowed the Port to tie into the city sewer
system and offset the costs of treatment for the city.

There is another port facility in New Orleans created in 1972 by the state legisla-
ture. The Offshore Terminal Authority (Superport) has jurisdiction seaward over all
Louisiana coastal waters and landward to the extent of facilities needed to support the
offshore terminal. Superport coordinates its activities closely with the Port of New
Orleans, which assisted in its formation. It has received planning information from the
Regional Planning Commission and will adhere to local building codes of Parish land
it intends to use.

TAMPA BAY REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL (TBRPC}

Florida's ten regional planning councils were initially organized under a state
statue authorizing voluntary memberships among contiguous counties. Real authority

IH—18



was given to them in 1972 under the Comprehensive Planning Act and the Land and
Water Management Act, in which they were designated state planning districts.

The Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council is composed of four counties and eight
cities. It is charged with the responsibility for reviewing ““developments of regional im-
pact’’ such as port, power plant or recreational facilities which would affect more than
one county. On behalf of state government the regional councils also identify areas of
critical concern which might alter any body of water.

Upon indicating its intention to implement coastal zone planning by placing staff
of the Coastal Coordinating Council in each of the regional councils, the state received
strong criticism from the director of the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council. It was
the position of the regional agencies that they should have the responsibility of devel-
oping the coastal zone management plan with their localities, not the state agency.
Local officials in Clearwater, St. Petersburg and Pinellas County viclently objected to
the positions of the state (Coastal Coordinating Councit and the Division of State Plan-
ning) as well as the regional council. They felt that the Tampa Bay staff neither under-
stood local government problems nor had the depth of planning knowledge necessary
to a coastal zone management problem.

Other than this proposal to assist the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council with
staff, the Coastal Coordinating Council has provided very little help to the region.
Clearwater was one of two sites used by the Coastal Coordinating Council to demon-
strate coastal zone planning. Both Pinellas County and St. Petersburg found it necessary
to impose development moratoriums in their communities which gave them an oppor-
tunity to study coastal management in conjunction with comprehensive planning.

Because Pinellas County has three unique county-wide authorities provided for
by state enabling legislation (Water and Navagation Authority, Aquatic Preserve Act
protecting submerged lands and the Pinellas County Planning Council covering all 24
municipalities as well) the county officials find it most practicable to bypass the re-
gional council and deal directly with state agencies. County power (through the spe-
cial legislation) and planning expertise far exceeds that of the regional council and of
state agencies as well.

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT (SWFWMD)

Organized in 1961 as a flood control district, this 15-county area is now one of
the five official Florida water management districts. By virtue of 1972 state legislation,
it can exercise complete control over both surface and ground water. The Southwest
Florida Water Management District {pronounced ‘swift mud’) is the chief substate plan-
ning agency and can actually regulate the use of water by the local governments in the
district.
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WILMINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA
PLANNING COUNCIL (WILMAPCO)

In the early 1960’s, private citizens, businessmen and public officials representing
state, county and city governments formed an informal planning body which became
known as the New Castle County Program. Basic to its purpose was the development
of transportation route and land use plans throughout the county, including Wilmington
and several smaller municipalities which were experiencing rapid growth.

Wanting to take advantage of federal assistance, the New Castle County officials
petitioned the federal government to become a regional planning organization, eligible
for HUD funds. Because the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area of Wilmington in-
cluded neighboring Salem County in New Jersey and Cecil County in Maryland, a tri-
state council of governments was formed. The Wilmington Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission was created in 1970.

Soon afterward, WILMAPCO was designated as the official transportation planning
agency and became eligible to receive Federal Highway Act monies. It is further recog-
nized by all three states, Delaware, New Jersey and Maryland, as an official regional plan-
ning organization. Because the state of Delaware is small and because 70% of the popula-
tion live in one of only three counties, New Castle County, WILMAPCO carries its
weight in government circles.

When Delaware first considered its Coastal Zone Act, WILMAPCO staff were invited
to participate in planning and drafting sessions sponsored by the State Planning Office
and the Department of Natural Resources. As federal monies became available, a Coastal
Zone Management Committee was formed and the regional planning organization con-
tinued its input, along with city and county representatives. WILMAPCO also assists
city and county planning efforts, illustrated by its recent participation in the EPA
Section 208 river basin studies of New Castle County.

METROPOLITAN PHILADELPHIA
AIR QUALITY CONTROL REGION

Established in 1968 for evaluation, planning and coordination of air pollution con-
trol, the air quality region also spans several states, It includes Bucks, Chester, Delaware
and Montgomery counties and Philadelphia in Pennsylvania; the counties of Burlington,
Camden, Cloucester, Mercer and Salem in New Jersey and New Castle County in
Delaware. The Environmental Protection Agency approves each plan before the region
is qualified to receive federal Clean Air Act assistance. New Castle County is respon-
sible first to the Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmentai Control
for its eligibility.
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GREATER PORTLAND COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (GPCOG)

Between 1956 and 1968, the Greater Portland Council of Governments was a vol-
untary regional planning commission composed of 17 jurisdictions in Cumberland
County. The official COG designation was made in 1968 by the state legislature. Sev-
eral years later, the area was further identified as one of the states eleven planning and
development districts.

The Greater Portland Council, in addition to its federal A-95 responsibilities, serves
as a substate agent for the Maine Department of Environmental Protection. In this ca-
pacity, the agency reviews and makes comments on six types of-applications: waste dis-
charge licensing; mining reclamation; site location; minimum lot size; compliance with
the Great Ponds Act; and compliance with the Wetlands Act.

Rather unique for a regional planning organization, the Council, in response to
local needs, is planning for and actually constructing a solid waste disposal system. Con-
taining both a baling facility and a sanitary landfill, the system will serve ten municipali-
ties in Cumberland County including Portland. A private operator will be hired and
supported through user fees of the cities which also paid for construction costs.

The Greater Portland Council is sponsoring an application, with three non-member
municipalities, for an EPA Section 208 grant which provides for comprehensive waste
treatment management. Efforts will be made to coordinate the waste treatment program
with prior water pollution control studies, the mandatory shoreline zoning procedures
and the coastal zone management programs, administered by the Maine State Planning
Office.

SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (SEMCOG}

Based on a 1945 state act providing for regional planning commissions, the seven
counties of the Detroit metropolitan area formed a loose union. It later became an
Economic Development District (Department of Commerce) and a substate district re-
sponsive to the Michigan Transportation and Land Use Agency, which passed through
federal highway planning monies.

In 1968, the agency was commissioned the Southeast Michigan Council of Govern-
ments with a total of 96 member jurisdictions located in the seven-county area. Al-
though the urban-rural character of the counties is similar, there are frequently power
battles which surface at COG meetings. Macomb County has a history of dropping out
and rejoining the COG because of its disagreement with policy on controversial issues.
Many jurisdictions have objected to the SEMCOG regional water and sewer facilities
plan which overestimated new hookups. Based on regional council data several commu-
nities raised sewer rates or floated bonds to accommodate the growth projections.
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MATRIX OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT RELATIONSHIPS

PREDOMINANT UNIT IN
COASTAL ZONE INFERIOR UNITS PARALLEL UNITS SUPERIOR UNITS STATE CZM INVOLVEMENT
MANAGEMENT {Smaller Geographic Area) {Same G eographic Area) (Larger Geographic Area) WITH PREDOMINANT UNIT
Washington

County of King Seattle and twenty smaller

municipalities

Califorma

San Diego Regional
Coastal Commission

San Diego and twelve smaller
municipalitigs

Independent sewer districts

Louisiana

City of New Orleans None

¢ Municipalities of Metropolitan
Seattle (METRQ) (State authorized
county wide transit, sewage treat-
ment and water supply agency.)

e Seattle Port Authority (State
autharized county wide district.)

¢ San Diego County

= Comprehensive Planning Organ-
ization of the San Diego Region
{county wide A-95 agency)

* San Diego County Air Quality
District (State designated for pur-
poses of EPA compliance.)

* San Diego Regional Water Qual-
ity Control Board (State administra-

tive arm of independent sewer districts.)

o | evee Board of Qrleans Parish
(State authorized special agency with
ability to build levees on all bodies of
water subject to flooding. Also builds
and manages housing subdivision,
beaches, parks, bridges, marina and
commercial airport.)

¢ Sewerage and Water Board (State
authorized special district which
handles water supply, sewage treat-
ment and drainage.)

¢ Puget Sound Governmental
Conference (five-county A-95
agency)

Three grants to county to prepare
master program in compliance
with “tate legislation.

Regional commission is funded by
state faw to develop plan and issue

permits. Local elected officials serve

on commission.

® Port of New Orleans (Authorized  None
by Napoleonic Code.}

¢ Superport Offshore Terminal

Authority {Authorized by state

legistation.)

¢ “egional lanning Commission for
Jefferson, Orleans, St. Bernard and

St. Tamany Parishes (A-95 agency,

sub-state district.)

REASON FOR
PREDOMINANT UNIT

King County has charter autharity.

Seattle would have received only

8200 in planning funds and thus,

allowed the county to prepare the
shoreline plan.

Levee Board depends on federal
funds {Corps dredging, FAA Air-
port expansion) for some activities
and is therefore subject to City
Planning Commission decisions and
the environmental impact statement
procedures,



PREDOMINANT UNIT IN
COASTAL 20NE
MANAGEMENT

Florida

County of Pinellas

Delaware

State of Delaware

Maine

City of Portland

Michigan
City of Detroit

INFERIOR UNITS
{Smafler Geographic Area)

PARALLEL UNITS
{Same Geographic Area)

SUPERIOR UNITS
{Larger Geographic Area)

STATE CZM INVOLVEMENT
WITH PREDOMINANT UNIT

St. Petersburg, Clearwater
and twenty-two smaller
municipalities

Wilmington, New Castle
County and ali other Jocal
governments.

Port of Wilmington

None

None

* Pinellas County Water and Naviga-
tion Control Authority (State authori-
zation to establish bulkhead and issue
dredge permits.)

s Pinellas County Planning Council
(State authorization to prepare county
wide land use plan.)

None

None

None

¢ Tampa Bay Regional Planning
Council {A-95 agency covering four
counties and one of ten state plan-
ning districts.)

* Southwest Florida Water Managg-
ment District (Fifteen-county flood
control district and one of five state
water management districts.}

» Wilmington Metropolitan Area Plan-

ning Commission {Multi-state A-95
agency including Cecil County,
Maryland and Salem County, New
Jersey.)

» Cumberland County

» Greater Portland Council of Gov-
ernments (County-wide A-95 agency
with state designation and review
authority of state Department of En-
vironmental Protection applications.)
* Portland Water District {indepen-
dent water and sewer authority for
Portland and eight municipalities.)

¢ Port of Portland (State authority
which also serves South Portland.)

¢ Wayne County

s Detroit Metropolitan Water Sewage

Board {Charter authorized, the agen-

cy sells water and treats sewage for an

area larger than Wayne County.}
¢ Southeastern Michigan Council of

Coastal Coordinating Council pre-
pared a coastal plan for city of
Clearwar:- but has had no contact
with Pinellas County.

COG areas have been sanctioned by
state as coastal planning areas which
legistation requires cities to develop
protective zoning ordinances and
comprehensive use pians.

Governments (Seven-county A-95 agency

also state designated agency for land
use and transportation planning.)

» Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Park Auth-
ority {State authorized five-county agency

with taxing authority.}
» Wayne County Port Authority

REASON FOR
PREDOMINANT UNIT

Maine counties have no planning or
zoning authority and depend on
State Land Use Regulation Com-
mission,

Wayne County has no authority
to regulate planning or zoning.



In its efforts to execute the provisions of the Shoreland Protection and Manage-
ment Act of 1970, the Michigan Department of Natural Resources selected councils of
governments as its agents. Of the fourteen regional planning organizations in the state,
ten with coastal boundaries were awarded $25,000 grants to: formulate goals and ob-
jectives; recommend management controls; identify local powers and legal authorities;
and coordinate the plans of local jurisdictions.

Because of a long-standing feud between the Department of Natural Resources and
SEMCOG, the agency was offered only $15,000 to prepare an inventory. The grant was
turned down. Complicating the situation was a small grant to one of the SEMCOG
jurisdictions. Wayne County received state funds to perform an identification of region-
al coastal issues. Needless to say, the state and SEMCOG relations remain strained.

SUMMARY

By referring to the number of different agencies — both at the state level and in the
urbanized locale — and their related effect upon the land use and water use resources in
the coastal zone, this chapter pointed out the extent of, in some cases, duplication and,
in other cases, the fragmentation that exists. Further, the economic interests which each
agency has nominally represented: regional planning groups, suburban; port authorities,
shipping and industrial development, has vastly complicated the needs identification and
priority-setting activities vital to pinpoint the specific objectives — development, preser-
vation, recreation, etc. — which underlie planning and management of the coastal zone.
In the absence of a consensus among those competing agencies and interests over issues
revolving in the coastal zone, the management of activities in the coastal zone has been
exacerbated. Conversely, in those circumstances where there has been a merging of
interests and centralization of authority in one or a few agencies the planning and cost
of resources in the coastal zone have been vastly simplified, with a resulting higher prob-
ability that the planned objectives will be achieved.

In—22
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[11. GUIDANCE FROM THIS STUDY ON ELEMENTS OF
COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AND INSTITUTIONAL
ARRANGEMENTS TO ADDRESS THOSE ELEMENTS

A. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we specify the elements of coastal zone management in states with
an urban area/s and provide alternative recommendations on the institutional arrange-
ments necessary to adequately address those elements. As we stated earlier in the Back-
ground of this report coastal zone management is currently a nearly inextricable mixture
of both political governance and implementing actions and the urban area is considered
to be the central city and the county surrounding it.

When considering the elements and institutional arrangements of urban coastal
zone management, it is important to consider the striking lack of similarity and com-
parison among our seven study sites. For purposes of illustrating this diversity, let us
focus on the coastal zone management elements in New Qrleans/Orleans Parish, Louisi-
ana and the City and County of San Diego, California.

ELEMENT

State program agency

® Position as:
e Planning delegated to:

o With powers of:

o Assisted by:

Regional planning organization
o Composed of:

o With plan expertise:

Local Government
o Planning:

e Zoning:

MEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA

State Planning Office

One of 262 cabinet agencies.
One of 6 projects in SPO.

Preparing plan.

Staff only.

4 parishes with varying ur-
ban, suburban and rural
constituencies.

No coastal component

Consolidated city/parish
City staff prepared draft
of proposed state legisla-
tion outlining local powers.

All land except in Port or
around levees.

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

Resources Agency

One of 4 cabinet agencies.
Independent coastal com-
mission.

Preparing plan and regulat-
ing development.

Local elected officials who
vote on interim use while
plans are subject to citizen
hearings.

1 county and its 13 homo-
geneous municipalities,

Comprehensive policy and
use plan, preceding state
legislation.

City and county
Both city and county have
passed beach erosion, ocean-

edge, coastal protection or-
dinances.

All land except Port.



ELEMENT NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

» Services: Water and Sewer Board. City sewer system and inde-
pendent county districts.
Special Authorities Port Authority Port Authority
Levee Board Water Quality Board

Offshore Terminal

Although we are able to make some generalizations among the sites, each has nota-
ble exceptions. Thereby, we will identify the primary examples of: state legislation;
state organization and agency relationships; regional planning; local governments and
cooperative mechanisms between city and county agencies; and special authority or dis-
trict arrangements in this chapter.

B. DISCUSSION OF THE ELEMENTS

In order to select the primary examples of urban coastal zone management in our
sites, we have applied the vital elements suggested in the legislation, the implementing
guidelines, and the request for proposal on this contract. Conclusions were drawn based
upon our rating {1-low, 5-high) of the seven study sites on the following issues (certain
questions are weighted):

1. Has the state coordinated its coastal zone program with local, areawide
and regional plans?

2. Is there a single state agency to receive and administer the federal grant?

x2 3. Is the state organized in such a way that it can implement the manage-
ment program?

4.  How many state-agencies are involved in the planning and management
of the coastal zone program? -

5. To what extent has the coastal zone management program received the
attention and/or the approval of the Governor?

6.  Has the state designated certain priority uses of the coastal zone?

x2 7. Were [ocal or regional officials consulted during the development of the
state coastal zone program?

x2 8 Is there an effective mechanism for continuing coordination with local
governments, regional agencies and state government?

x2 9. Has there been adequate participation of the public through hearings or
other mechanisms?

" -2



10. Has specific attention been accorded to the urban areas in recogniz-
ing:
x2 a. Local powers and authorities,
b Number of jurisdictions,;
x2 c. Institutional arrangements between city and county,
d. Special districts or authorities; and
e Allocation of coastal land uses.

A review of the state’s application for Section 305 Coastal Zone Management Act
funds, briefings by our federal contract staff and other coastal zone experts and exten-
sive on-site interviews allowed us to make observations relating to these elements (listed
above) and make the following conclusions regarding the primary examples of institu-
tional arrangements for urban coastal zone management;

PRIMARY INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR
URBAN COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

State legistative authorily:  Shoreline Management Act of 1971, State of Washington.

State program agency: Florida Coordinating Council; and Washington Department of
Ecology.

State organizational arrangement: Michigan Department of Natural Resources.

Regional planning organizations:  Comprehensive Planning Organization of the San Diego
Region; and Greater Portland Council of Governments.

City-County Cooperation: Wilmington and New Castle County